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a result of pictures on driver's licenses. Look at the
situat1on Senator Goodr1ch is not recogniz1ng in th1s
country. Fads are fads 1n this country. What woman,
and 1n some cases man, 1s going to look the same way
four years from now as today. Suppose ha1r styles change.
You are say1ng when a person purchases his driver's license,
he or she must maintain that appearance for four years,
locked in by the requirement of the state, and 1f you
change your appearance, in that case, the driver's license
does not tell who you are. It tells who you are not. The
one carrying this dr1ver's license four years from today
is not the one who got the dr1ver's license 1n the begin
n1ng. What kind of nonsense 1s that? That is almost as
bad as some of the things that Senator Lew1s br1ngs up
over here when he 1s trying to be serious. Now the photo
on the 11cense is going to also end liquor v1olations
and that doesn't even look like you. I won't say your
name for the record. He held up a p1cture over there,
wh1ch if it was on the wall of a Post Off1ce, they would
come after him and offer a reward and he doesn't look
anyth1ng like that kind of picture. I wouldn't want to
have a picture like that on a driver's license if I was
stopped by the law. Senator Goodrich, what you ought to
real1ze 1s not all people drive automob1les. If this
driver's 11cense picture 1s, in fact, suppose to be
an off1cial state identification wh1ch I could see
occurring in South Africa or perhaps in Nazi Germany
or some other totalitarian country where every citizen
must carry state certified identif1cation. You are
discriminating against the person who drives the auto
mobile. He or she must carry a color photograph to say
that he or she is who the driver's license says he or
she 1s. A dr1ver's license is not 1dentification. It
should not be the f1rst step toward requiring evervbody
to carry identification. But since the only ones that
would have this card would be the drivers of automobiles,
I don't think it is accomplishing what the merchants
want and this is a merchants bill and Senator Goodrich
knows it. He says it ought to be accepted because 1t
w111 be a secret h1dden tax to zing the cit1zen, only
254 a year, but 1f Senator Goodrich remembers h1s history,
and if he forgot 1t, Senator Lewis can remind h1m, when
this country started, they said millions for defense, not
one cent for tr1bute meaning that those who tax ought
not tax those who are not represented and th1s particular
type of tax, I think, is the most insidious var1ety
because there is no choice about having a driver' s
license. You need that to authorize you to dr1ve on
the highways, but in be1ng compelled to purchase this
r1ght to drive and this evidence of it which is all
the dr1ver's 11cense is, you should not be requ1red to
be penalized by having your picture on the license and
it 1s a penalty, I feel, for a state to require a cit1zen
to carry ident1ficat1on of this k1nd. I th1nk that
Senator Rasmussen 1s 100$ correct today. So maybe he
is on the road to mending now and I want to commend h1m
for making the move that he d1d and I hope that the
members of the Legislature will recognize that it 1s not
our duty to fill 1n the gaps created by careless merchants
who are so willing and anxious to cash checks that they are
will1ng to risk gett1ng some bad ones. I a l s o h ave an
amendment up there in case the kill motion is unw1sely
rejected which would make the makers of these affairs


